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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Drawings 

1. The drawings are objected to because fig. 4 has a depiction of an arrow with missing 
reference number. A proposed drawing correction or corrected drawings are required in reply to 
the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. The objection to the drawings will 
not be held in abeyance. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

3. Claims 1-4, 6 and 13-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Kohda (US 5,675,374). 

As per claim 1, Kohda teaches a communication terminal for video conferencing with 
remote participants, comprising a display, a receiver receiving audio and video signals from a 
plurality of the remote participants (Abstract), a comparator comparing the received audio 
signals from the remote participants and a controller controlling the display to display a video 
image extracted from the video signals based on the comparison of the received audio signals 
(figs. 4-5; col. 6, lines 44-46; col. 7, lines 3-38; col. 11, lines 9-31; a comparator detects audio 
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signals and an image determination means controls the display and displays a video image 
extracted from the video signals based on the comparison of the received audio signals). 

As per claim 2, Kohda teaches a communication terminal for video conferencing with 
remote participants wherein the comparator selects an active participant from the remote 
participants (figs. 4-5; col. 6, lines 44-46; col. 7, lines 3-38; col. 11, lines 9-31; wherein active 
participants are selected from the remote participants). 

As per claims 3 and 14, Kohda teaches a communication terminal for video conferencing 
with remote participants wherein the comparator selects as the active participant the remote 
participant from which the strongest audio signal is received (col. 10, lines 1-7; col. 1 1, lines 9- 
3 1 ; the comparator selects the active participant, the speaking participant, with the strongest 
audio signal). 

As per claim 4, Kohda teaches a communication terminal for video conferencing with 
remote participants wherein the comparator compares the audio signals over a selected period of 
time (col. 17, lines 12-17). 

As per claims 6 and 13, Kohda teaches a communication terminal for video conferencing 
with remote participants wherein the controller controls the display to highlight one extracted 
video image of one remote participant based on the comparison of the received audio signals 
from the remote participants by the comparator (figs. 4-5; col. 6, lines 44-46; col. 7, lines 3-38; 
col. 11, lines 9-31 ; e.g. if two out of three participants are actively speaking, the two actively 
speaking will be displayed while the third will not be displayed). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kohda (US 
5,675,374) in view of Palmer et al. ("Palmer", US 5,594,859). 

As per claim 5, although Kohda teaches a communication terminal for video 
conferencing with remote participants wherein the controller controls the display to distinguish 
all but one extracted video image of one remote participant based on the comparison of the 
received audio signals from the remote participants by the comparator (figs. 4-5; col. 6, lines 44- 
46; col. 7, lines 3-38; col. 11, lines 9-31; e.g. if two out of three participants are actively 
speaking, the two actively speaking will be displayed while the third will not be displayed), 
Kohda does not explicitly disclose the distinguishing feature to be one wherein the controller 
freezes all but one of the video image of one remote participant based on the comparison of the 
received audio signals from the remote participants by the comparator. Palmer teaches a 
communication terminal for video conferencing with remote participants wherein the controller 
controls the display to freeze all but one of the video image of one remote participant based on 
user's selective comparison of the received audio signals from the remote participants (col. 9, 
lines 19-20). Therefore, it would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to 
include Palmer's method to selectively freeze all but one extracted video image of one remote 
participant based on a comparison of the received audio signals from remote participants in a 
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video conferencing system to Kohda' s method of selectively distinguish all but one extracted 
video image of one remote participant based on a comparison of the received audio signals from 
remote participants based on the comparison of the received audio signals from the remote 
participants by the comparator in a video conferencing system in order to provide a participant 
more control as to how the video images of other participants are viewed. 
6. Claims 7-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kohda (US 
5,675,374) in view of Palmer et al. ("Palmer", US 5,594,859). 

As per claim 7, although Kohda teaches a communication terminal for video 
conferencing with remote participants wherein the controller controls the display to highlight one 
extracted video image of one remote participant based on the comparison of the received audio 
signals from the remote participants by the comparator (figs. 4-5; col. 6, lines 44-46; col. 7, lines 
3-38; col. 11, lines 9-3 1 ; e.g. if two out of three participants are actively speaking, the two 
actively speaking will be displayed while the third will not be displayed), Kohda does not 
explicitly disclose the highlighting feature to be one wherein the controller displays the one 
video image in an area larger than the area in which each other video image is displayed. Palmer 
teaches a communication terminal for video conferencing with remote participants wherein the 
controller controls the display to highlight one extracted video image in an area larger than the 
area in which each other video image is displayed (fig. 18; col. 21, lines 5-6; video image 524 of 
fig. 18 may be "sized"). Therefore, it would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the 
invention to include Palmer's method wherein the controller controls the display to highlight one 
extracted video image by displaying the one video image in an area larger than the area in which 
each other video image is displayed in a video conferencing system to Kohda's method wherein ' 
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the controller controls the display to highlight one extracted video image in order to provide a 
participant more control as to how the video images of other participants are viewed. 

As per claim 8, the modified Kohda and Palmer teaches a communication terminal for 
video conferencing with remote participants wherein the controller controls the display to display 
only the one video image (Palmer: fig. 26(a)). 

As per claim 9, the modified Kohda and Palmer teaches a communication terminal for 
video conferencing with remote participants wherein the controller controls the display to display 
other than the one video image in areas smaller than the area in which the one video image is 
displayed (Palmer: fig. 18; col. 21, lines 5-6; video image 524 of fig. 18 may be "sized"). 
7. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kohda (US 
5,675,374) in view of Palmer et al. ("Palmer", US 5,594,859). 

As per claim 12, Kohda teaches a communication terminal for video conferencing with 
remote participants wherein the controller controls the display to highlight one extracted video 
image of one remote participant based on the comparison of the received audio signals from the 
remote participants by the comparator (figs. 4-5; col. 6, lines 44-46; col. 7, lines 3-38; col. 11, 
lines 9-3 1 ; e.g. if two out of three participants are actively speaking, the two actively speaking 
will be displayed while the third will not be displayed), Kohda does not explicitly disclose the 
highlighting feature to be one wherein the controller displays video images other than the one 
video image using a color scheme different than the color scheme used to display the one video 
image. Palmer teaches a communication terminal for video conferencing with remote 
participants wherein the controller controls the display to highlight one extracted video image by 
displaying video images other than the one video image using a color scheme different than the 
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color scheme used to display the one video image (figs. 2 and 26(b-g); e.g. control of color hue, 
color saturation, brightness, contrast). Therefore, it would have been obvious to an artisan at the 
time of the invention to include Palmer's method wherein the controller controls the display to 
highlight one extracted video image by displaying video images other than the one video image 
using a color scheme different than the color scheme used to display the one video image to 
Kohda's method wherein the controller controls the display to highlight one extracted video 
image of one remote participant based on the comparison of the received audio signals from the 
remote participants by the comparator in order to provide a participant more control as to how 
the video images of other participants are viewed. 

8. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kohda (US 
5,675,374) in view of Tang et al. ("Tang", US 5,793,365). 

As per claim 10, although Kohda teaches a communication terminal for video 
conferencing with remote participants wherein the controller controls the display to highlight one 
extracted video image of one remote participant based on the comparison of the received audio 
signals from the remote participants by the comparator (figs. 4-5; col. 6, lines 44-46; col. 7, lines 
3-38; col. 1 1, lines 9-31), Kohda does not explicitly disclose the highlighting to be in the form of 
a distinctive border around the one video image. Tang teaches a communication terminal for 
video conferencing with remote participants wherein the controller controls the display to 
higlight the one video image by displaying a distinctive border around the one video image (fig. 
1 A; col. 7, lines 36-38). Therefore, it would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the 
invention to include Tang's distinctive border as a form of highlighting to Kohda's method of 
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highlighting in order to provide a participant more control as to how the video images of other 
participants are viewed. 

9. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kohda (US 
5,675,374) in view of Tang et al. ("Tang", US 5,793,365). 

As per claim 1 1, although Kohda teaches a communication terminal for video 
conferencing with remote participants wherein the controller controls the display to highlight one 
extracted video image of one remote participant based on the comparison of the received audio 
signals from the remote participants by the comparator (figs. 4-5; col. 6, lines 44-46; col. 7, lines 
3-38; col 11, lines 9-31), Kohda does not explicitly disclose the highlighting to be in the form of 
displaying alphanumeric identification regarding the one remote participant. Tang teaches a 
communication terminal for video conferencing with remote participants wherein the controller 
controls the display to highlight one extracted video image by displaying alphanumeric 
identification regarding the one remote participant (col. 9, lines 29-33; figs. IB, 3, 5 and 8; e.g. 
"Trevor Morris x63097... ", "Trev", "Ellen, Rick", etc.). Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to an artisan at the time of the invention to include Tang's teaching of a communication terminal 
for video conferencing with remote participants wherein the controller controls the display to 
highlight one extracted video image by displaying alphanumeric identification regarding the one 
remote participant to Kohda' s teaching of a communication terminal for video conferencing with 
remote participants wherein the controller controls the display to highlight one extracted video 
image of one remote participant based on the comparison of the received audio signals from the 
remote participants by the comparator in order to provide a participant more control as to how 
the video images of other participants are viewed. 
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10. Claims 15-18, 20, 27-28, 30, 31-35, 43-44 and 46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Kohda (US 5,675,374) in view of Ludwig et al. ("Ludwig", US 
6,212,547 Bl). 

As per claim 15, Kohda teaches a communication terminal for video conferencing with 
remote participants, comprising a display, a receiver receiving audio and video signals from a 
plurality of the remote participants (Abstract), a comparator comparing the received audio 
signals from the remote participants and a controller controlling the display to display a video 
image extracted from the video signals based on the comparison of the received audio signals 
(figs. 4-5; col. 6, lines 44-46; col. 7, lines 3-38; col. 11, lines 9-31; a comparator detects audio 
signals and an image determination means controls the display and displays a video image 
extracted from the video signals based on the comparison of the received audio signals), Kohda 
does not explicitly disclose the communication terminal to be a mobile terminal. Ludwig teaches 
a mobile terminal for video conferencing (col. 18, lines 17-20). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include Ludwig 's mobile terminal for video 
conferencing to Kohda' s communication terminal for video conferencing in order to provide 
users with a portable system and a system with greater accessibility. 

As per claim 16, the modified Kohda and Ludwig teaches a communication terminal for 
video conferencing with remote participants wherein the comparator selects an active participant 
from the remote participants (Kohda: figs. 4-5; col. 6, lines 44-46; col. 7, lines 3-38; col. 11, 
lines 9-31; wherein active participants are selected from the remote participants). 

As per claim 17, the modified Kohda and Ludwig teaches a communication terminal for 
video conferencing with remote participants wherein the comparator selects as the active 
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participant the remote participant from which the strongest audio signal is received (Kohda: col. 
10, lines 1-7; col. 11, lines 9-3 1 ; the comparator selects the active participant, the speaking 
participant, with the strongest audio signal). 

As per claim 18, the modified Kohda and Ludwig teaches a communication terminal for 
video conferencing with remote participants wherein the comparator compares the audio signals 
over a selected period of time (Kohda: col. 17, lines 12-17). 

As per claim 20, the modified Kohda and Ludwig teaches a communication terminal for 
video conferencing with remote participants wherein the controller controls the display to 
highlight one extracted video image of one remote participant based on the comparison of the 
received audio signals from the remote participants by the comparator (Kohda: figs. 4-5; col. 6, 
lines 44-46; col. 7, lines 3-38; col. 1 1, lines 9-31; e.g. if two out of three participants are actively 
speaking, the two actively speaking will be displayed while the third will not be displayed). 

Claim 31 is similar in scope to claim 15 and is therefore rejected under similar rationale. 

Claim 32 is similar in scope to claim 16 and is therefore rejected under similar rationale. 

Claims 33 and 44 are individually similar in scope to claim 17 and are therefore rejected 
under similar rationale. 

Claim 34 is similar in scope to claim 18 and is therefore rejected under similar rationale. 

Claims 35 and 43 are individually similar in scope to claim 20 and are therefore rejected 
under similar rationale. 

Claims 30 and 46 are individually similar in scope to claim 1 5 and are therefore rejected 
under similar rationale, with the exception of the one video image and another video image 
displayed on the right side and the left side respectively as well as outputting the audio signal 
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associated with the one video signal and the other video signal to a right speaker and left speaker 
respectively, which Khoda also teaches (col. 11, line 34 through col. 10, line 7; right versus left 
video and acoustic means). 

As per claim 28, Kohda teaches a communication terminal for video conferencing with 
remote participants wherein the comparator selects as the active participant the remote 
participant from which the strongest audio signal is received (col 10, lines 1-7; col. 11, lines 9- 
3 1 ; the comparator selects the active participant, the speaking participant, with the strongest 
audio signal). 

As per claim 27, Kohda teaches a communication terminal for video conferencing with 
remote participants wherein the controller controls the display to highlight one extracted video 
image of one remote participant based on the comparison of the received audio signals from the 
remote participants by the comparator (figs. 4-5; col. 6, lines 44-46; col. 7, lines 3-38; col. 1 1, 
lines 9-31; e.g. if two out of three participants are actively speaking, the two actively speaking 
will be displayed while the third will not be displayed), 

11. Claims 19 and 41 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kohda (US 
5,675,374) in view of Ludwig et al. ("Ludwig", US 6,212,547 Bl) as applied to claim 15 above, 
and further in view of Palmer et al. ("Palmer", US 5,594,859). 

As per claim 19, although the modified Kohda and Ludwig teaches a communication 
terminal for video conferencing with remote participants wherein the controller controls the 
display to distinguish all but one extracted video image of one remote participant based oh the 
comparison of the received audio signals from the remote participants by the comparator 
(Kohda: figs. 4-5; col. 6, lines 44-46; col. 7, lines 3-38; col. 11, lines 9-31; e.g. if two out of three 
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participants are actively speaking, the two actively speaking will be displayed while the third 
will not be displayed), the modified Kohda and Ludwig does not explicitly disclose the 
distinguishing feature to be one wherein the controller freezes all but one of the video image of 
one remote participant based on the comparison of the revived audio signals from the remote 
participants by the comparator. Palmer teaches a communication terminal for video conferencing 
with remote participants wherein the controller controls the display to freeze all but one of the 
video image of one remote participant based on user's selective comparison of the received audio 
signals from the remote participants (col. 9, lines 19-20). Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to an artisan at the time of the invention to include Palmer's method to selectively freeze all but 
one extracted video image of one remote participant based on a comparison of the received audio 
signals from remote participants in a video conferencing system to the modified Kohda and 
Ludwig' s method of selectively distinguish all but one extracted video image of one remote 
participant based on a comparison of the received audio signals from remote participants based 
on the comparison of the received audio signals from the remote participants by the comparator 
in a video conferencing system in order to provide a participant more control as to how the video 
images of other participants are viewed. 

Claim 41 is similar in scope to claim 19 and is therefore rejected under similar rationale. 
12. Claims 21-23 and 36-38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kohda (US 5,675,374) in view of Ludwig et al. ("Ludwig", US 6,212,547 Bl) as applied to 
claim 15 above, and further in view of Palmer et al. ("Palmer", US 5,594,859). 

As per claim 21, although the modified Kohda and Ludwig teaches a communication 
terminal for video conferencing with remote participants wherein the controller controls the 
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display to highlight one extracted video image of one remote participant based on the 
comparison of the received audio signals from the remote participants by the comparator 
(Kohda: figs. 4-5; col. 6, lines 44-46; col. 7, lines 3-38; col. 11, lines 9-31; e.g. if two out of three 
participants are actively speaking, the two actively speaking will be displayed while the third 
will not be displayed), the modified Kohda and Ludwig does not explicitly disclose the 
highlighting feature to be one wherein the controller displays the one video image in an area 
larger than the area in which each other video image is displayed. Palmer teaches a 
communication terminal for video conferencing with remote participants wherein the controller 
controls the display to highlight one extracted video image in an area larger than the area in 
which each other video image is displayed (fig. 18; col. 21, lines 5-6; video image 524 of fig. 18 
may be "sized"). Therefore, it would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention 
to include Palmer's method wherein the controller controls the display to highlight one extracted 
video image by displaying the one video image in an area larger than the area in which each 
other video image is displayed in a video conferencing system to the modified Kohda and 
Ludwig's method wherein the controller controls the display to highlight one extracted video 
image in order to provide a participant more control as to how the video images of other 
participants are viewed. 

As per claim 22, the modified Kohda, Ludwig and Palmer teaches a communication 
terminal for video conferencing with remote participants wherein the controller controls the 
display to display only the one video image (Palmer: fig. 26(a)). 

As per claim 23, the modified Kohda, Ludwig and Palmer teaches a communication 
terminal for video conferencing with remote participants wherein the controller controls the 
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display to display other than the one video image in areas smaller than the area in which the one 
video image is displayed (Palmer: fig. 18; col. 21, lines 5-6; video image 524 of fig. 18 may be 
"sized"). 

Claim 36 is similar in scope to claim 21 and is therefore rejected under similar rationale. 

Claim 37 is similar in scope to claim 22 and is therefore rejected under similar rationale. 

Claim 38 is similar in scope to claim 23 and is therefore rejected under similar rationale. 
13. Claims 24 and 39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kohda 
(US 5,675,374) in view of Ludwig et al. ("Ludwig", US 6,212,547 Bl) as applied to claim 15 
above, and further in view of Tang et al. ("Tang", US 5,793,365). 

As per claim 24, although the modified Kohda and Ludwig teaches a communication 
terminal for video conferencing with remote participants wherein the controller controls the 
* display to highlight one extracted video image of one remote participant based on the 
comparison of the received audio signals from the remote participants by the comparator 
(Kohda: figs. 4-5; col. 6, lines 44-46; col. 7, lines 3-38; col. 11, lines 9-31), the modified Kohda 
and Ludwig does not explicitly disclose the highlighting to be in the form of a distinctive border 
around the one video image. Tang teaches a communication terminal for video conferencing with 
remote participants wherein the controller controls the display to highlight the one video image 
by displaying a distinctive border around the one video image (fig. 1 A; col. 7, lines 36-38). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include Tang's 
distinctive border as a form of highlighting to the modified Kohda and Ludwig' s method of 
highlighting in order to provide a participant more control as to how the video images of other 
participants are viewed. 
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Claim 39 is similar in scope to claim 24 and is therefore rejected under similar rationale. 
14. Claims 25 and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kohda 
(US 5,675,374) in view of Ludwig et al. ("Ludwig", US 6,212,547 Bl) as applied to claim 15 
above, and further in view of Tang et al. ("Tang", US 5,793,365). 

As per claim 25, although the modified Kohda and Ludwig teaches a communication 
terminal for video conferencing with remote participants wherein the controller controls the 
display to highlight one extracted video image of one remote participant based on the 
comparison of the received audio signals from the remote participants by the comparator 
(Kohda: figs. 4-5; col. 6, lines 44-46; col. 7, lines 3-38; col. 11, lines 9-31), the modified Kohda 
and Ludwig does not explicitly disclose the highlighting to be in the form of displaying 
alphanumeric identification regarding the one remote participant. Tang teaches a communication * 
terminal for video conferencing with remote participants wherein the controller controls the 
display to highlight one extracted video image by displaying alphanumeric identification 
regarding the one remote participant (col. 9, lines 29-33; figs. IB, 3, 5 and 8; e.g. "Trevor 
Morris x63097.„ ", "Trev", "Ellen, Rick", etc.). Therefore, it would have been obvious to an 
artisan at the time of the invention to include Tang's teaching of a communication terminal for 
video conferencing with remote participants wherein the controller controls the display to 
highlight one extracted video image by displaying alphanumeric identification regarding the one 
remote participant to the modified Kohda and Ludwig' s teaching of a communication terminal 
for video conferencing with remote participants wherein the controller controls the display to 
highlight one extracted video image of one remote participant based on the comparison of the 
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received audio signals from the remote participants by the comparator in order to provide a 
participant more control as to how the video images of other participants are viewed. 

Claim 40 is similar in scope to claim 25 and is therefore rejected under similar rationale. 
15. Claims 26 and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kohda 
(US 5,675,374) in view of Ludwig et al. ("Ludwig", US 6,212,547 Bl) as applied to claim 15 
above, and further in view of Palmer et al ("Palmer", US 5,594,859). 

As per claim 26, the modified Kohda and Ludwig teaches a communication terminal for 
video conferencing with remote participants wherein the controller controls the display to 
highlight one extracted video image of one remote participant based on the comparison of the 
received audio signals from the remote participants by the comparator (Kohda: figs. 4-5; col. 6, 
lines 44-46; col. 7, lines 3-38; col. 11, lines 9-31; e.g. if two out of three participants are actively 
speaking, the two actively speaking will be displayed while the third will not be displayed), the 
modified Kohda and Ludwig does not explicitly disclose the highlighting feature to be one 
wherein the controller displays video images other than the one video image using a color 
scheme different than the color scheme used to display the one video image. Palmer teaches a 
communication terminal for video conferencing with remote participants wherein the controller 
controls the display to highlight one extracted video image by displaying video images other than 
the one video image using a color scheme different than the color scheme used to display the one 
video image (figs. 2 and 26(b-g); e.g. control of color hue, color saturation, brightness, 
contrast). Therefore, it would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to 
include Palmer's method wherein the controller controls the display to highlight one extracted 
video image by displaying video images other than the one video image using a color scheme 
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different than the color scheme used to display the one video image to the modified Kohda and 
Ludwig's method wherein the controller controls the display to highlight one extracted video 
image of one remote participant based on the comparison of the received audio signals from the 
remote participants by the comparator in order to provide a participant more control as to how 
the video images of other participants are viewed. 

Claim 42 is similar in scope to claim 26 and is therefore rejected under similar rationale. 
16. Claims 29 and 45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kohda 
(US 5,675,374) in view of Ludwig et al. ("Ludwig", US 6,212,547 Bl), and further in view of 
Palmer et al. ("Palmer", US 5,594,859). 

As per claim 29, Kohda teaches a communication terminal for video conferencing with 
remote participants, comprising a display, a receiver receiving audio and video signals from a 
plurality of the remote participants (Abstract), a comparator comparing the received audio 
signals from the remote participants and a controller controlling the display to display a video 
image extracted from the video signals based on the comparison of the received audio signals 
(figs. 4-5; col. 6, lines 44-46; col. 7, lines 3-38; col. 11, lines 9-31; a comparator detects audio 
signals and an image determination means controls the display and displays a video image 
extracted from the video signals based on the comparison of the received audio signals), Kohda 
does not explicitly disclose the communication terminal to be a mobile terminal. Ludwig teaches 
a mobile terminal for video conferencing (col. 18, lines 17-20). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include Ludwig's mobile terminal for video 
conferencing to Kohda 5 s communication terminal for video conferencing in order to provide 
users with a portable system and a system with greater accessibility. However, the modified 
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Kohda and Ludwig does not explicitly disclose a display having a height greater than its width, 
the display operating in a portrait mode in a default condition and a controller controlling the 
display to display video images extracted from the video signals in a landscape mode when the 
wireless receiver receives the video signals from a plurality of the remote participants. Palmer 
teaches a a display having a height greater than its width, the display operating in a portrait mode 
in a default condition and a controller controlling the display to display video images extracted 
from the video signals in a landscape mode when the wireless receiver receives the video signals 
from a plurality of the remote participants (fig. 18; col. 21, lines 5-6; video image 524 of fig. 18 
may be "sized"}. Therefore it would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention 
to include Palmer's method of sizing a display in a video conferencing system to the modified 
Khoda and Ludwigs method of a video conferencing system in order to provide a participant 
more control as to how the video images of other participants are viewed. 
As per claim 29, Khoda teaches a method of 

Claim 45 is similar in scope to claim 29 and is therefore rejected under similar rationale. 

Conclusion 

17. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

Baumgartner et al. (US 5,195,086) teach multiple call control method in a multimedia 
conferencing system. 

Fernandes (US 6,014,135) teaches collaboration centric document processing 
environment. 



Application/Control Number: 09/761,977 
Art Unit: 2174 



Page 19 



Inquires 



18. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Le Nguyen whose telephone number is (703) 305-7601. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday from 5:30 am to 2:00 pm (EST). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kristine Kincaid, can be reached on (703) 308-0640. 

The fax numbers for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 
as follows: 

(703) 746-7238 [After Final Communication] 

(703) 872-9306 [Official Communication] 

(703) 746-7240 [For status inquiries, Draft Communication] 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-3900. 



Le Nguyen 
Patent Examiner 
October 18, 2003 
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